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Applicants provide this Reply in response to the final Office Action dated October 19, 
2009 ("Office Action"). A Request for Continued Examination and an Information Disclosure 
Statement accompany this Reply. This Reply does not amend the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The Office Action rejected the claims as being unpatentable over various references. As 
discussed in more detail below, these rejections were improper and must be withdrawn. 
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I. Aulanko in view of Lewis and Bianca 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-6 and 19-23 as being unpatentable over EP 0710618 
A2 ("Aulanko") in view of US 1477886 ("Lewis") and US 3101 130 ("Bianca"). The rejection 
failed to establish prima facie obviousness for at least three reasons. 

A. The Examiner Incorrectly Interpreted Lewis 

Independent claims 1 and 19 describe an elevator system with a flat belt that "suspend[sj 
the elevator car and counterweight". Aulanko does not describe flat belts. Lewis describes the 
invention as being "generally applicable to belting . . . of the . . . elevator type." This cryptic 
description of "elevator type belting" does not support the Examiner's position that the Lewis 
belt is suitable for suspending a car and counterweight. Nowhere do the terms "car" and 
"counterweight" appear in Lewis. In fact, Lewis fails to provide any exemplary use of its 
inventive belt in an elevator. 

Several factors support the point that the inventive Lewis belt relates to an application in 
an elevator other than suspending elevator cars and counterweights. First, elevator codes {e.g. 
ASME A- 17.1) mandate the use of steel wire ropes in elevator suspension. Although code 
variances are possible, one of ordinary skill in the art would expect that seeking a variance 
related to such a safety critical component as a suspension rope would be difficult. 

Secondly, steel wire rope and rubber coated fabric belts have quite different capabilities. 
Attachment 1 shows the tensile strengths of several exemplary steel wire ropes - with the lowest 
value being 85,000 psi (586 MPa). A quick search on the internet shows, in Attachment 2, the 
tensile strengths of several exemplary nylon rubber belts - with the highest value being 0.47 
MPa (19 kg/cm x 1cm x 9.81 m/s A 2 / (0.0039m x 0.1m)). In other words, the exemplary steel 
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wire rope is significantly stronger (over 1200 times stronger) than the exemplary nylon rubber 
belt. 

The more likely application of the Lewis belt is on other components of an elevator 
system, such as a door operator. Opening elevator doors involves less weight, and is not as safety 
critical as a suspension rope. 

For at least this reason, the rejection was improper and must be withdrawn. 

B. No Motivation to Combine Aulanko and Lewis 

The Lewis invention "relates to new and useful improvements in rubber belting" (p. 1, 11. 
18 and 19). Specifically, the Lewis invention makes two improvements to the rubber belt art - 
"the particular manner in which the fabric is woven" and "the particular material from which the 
fabric is made" (p. 1, 11. 41-45). In other words, Lewis merely describes the benefits of moving 
from the use of conventional rubber belts to the use of the inventive rubber belt having a new 
fabric material (jute) woven in a new (tighter) pattern. Lewis lacks any suggestion for the 
replacement of steel wire ropes with flat belts. 

For at least this reason, the rejection was improper and must be withdrawn. 

C. No Reasonable Expectation of Success 

Given the disparate strengths of steel wire rope and rubber coated fabric belts, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not expect any success in combining Aulanko and Bianca. As 
discussed above, the exemplary rubber belt is significantly less strong (over 1200 times less 
strong) than the exemplary steel wire rope. No one of ordinary skill in the art, when viewing the 
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cited references, would have been motivated to substitute a steel wire rope with a rubber belt as 
proposed by the Examiner. 

For at least this reason, the rejection was improper and must be withdrawn. 

D. No Motivation to Combine Aulanko and Bianca 
Aulanko describes an elevator machine mounted to a beam (20) secured to the top of the 
rails (10, 11). Bianca describes an elevator system with the machine mounted on the 
counterweight. Bianca proposes this design as an improvement over machines mounted in a 
machine room (see Figure 1) or in the pit of the hoistway (see Figure 2). 

Since Aulanko does not suffer any of the issues of the prior arrangements described in 
Bianca, Bianca provides no valid motivation for modifying Aulanko. In fact, Aulanko is itself a 
solution to moving an elevator machine from a machine room. As such, no motivation exists to 
modify Aulanko. 

The motivation alleged in the Office Action is suspect - and is likely an attempt to use 
improper hindsight. The Examiner states that the motivation to combine Aulanko and Bianca is 
"to provide simplification and reduction of the cable guidance." This is incorrect. Bianca does 
not provide simplification or reduction of the cable guidance. Figure 1 of Aulanko displays four 
rope drops - (1) from beam to counterweight sheave; (2) counterweight sheave to machine; (3) 
machine to underneath car; and (4) underneath car to anchorage at top of hoistway. No 
embodiment in Bianca is simpler than the roping arrangement in Aulanko. At worst, Bianca has 
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more rope drops (6 - see Figure 5). At best, Bianca has the same number of rope drops (see 
Figures 3 and 4). Without a benefit, no motivation exists to combine Aulanko and Bianca. 

For at least this reason, the rejection was improper and must be withdrawn. 

E. Bianca Renders Aulanko Unsuitable for Its Intended Purpose 
Aulanko states that prior machines are "rather large" and that "a large distance has to be 
provided between the cabin path and the shaft wall." The inventive concept of Aulanko is a 
machine "of a flat construction as compared to its width". This flat construction "allows efficient 
utilisation of the cross-sectional area of the elevator shaft". As the Examiner recognizes on pages 
2 and 3 of the Office Action, Aulanko fails to describe the drive sheave axis of rotation being 
parallel to the sidewall of the hoistway. 

As discussed above, Bianca describes an elevator system with the machine mounted on 
the counterweight. Bianca neither describes nor suggests a reduction in the amount of space used 
by the machine in the hoistway. In fact, the Figures (e.g. Figures 3, 5 and 6) show the same 
amount of space used by the inventive arrangement compared to prior arrangements (e.g. Figures 
1 and 2). 

Combining Aulanko with the non-space efficient concept of Bianca would render 
Aulanko unsuitable for its intended purpose - "efficient utilisation of the cross-sectional area of 
the elevator shaft" by using a "flat" machine. 
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In light of the multiple reasons discussed above, Applicants request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 

II. Aulanko in view of Lewis, Bianca and Hakala 

The Office Action rejected claim 8 under 35 USC § 103 as being obvious over Aulanko 
in view of Lewis and Bianca, further in view of U.S. Patent number 5,469,937 (hereinafter 
"Hakala"). As discussed above, the rejection of independent claims 1 and 19 was improper. For 
at least this reason, the rejection of dependent claim 8 must be withdrawn. Hakala and the 
remaining art of record fail to overcome the shortcomings of Aulanko, Lewis and Bianca. 
Applicants request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicants assert that the present application defines an invention that is patentable over 
the cited references. Applicants request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the 
rejections, and provide a notice of allowability in the next communication. 

In the event of any underpayments or overpayments with the Credit Card Authorization 
accompanying this paper, Applicants authorize the Commissioner to charge or credit any such 
underpayments or overpayments for fees under 37 CFR §§ 1.16 or 17 to Deposit Account 
Number 15-0750 . Order Number OT-4328. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



ADAMS ETAL. 

Brian J. Hamilla 
Registration Number 38,482 
Attorney for Applicants 




Otis Elevator Company 
Intellectual Property Department 
10 Farm Springs Road 
Farmington, CT 06032 
860.676.5760 

Enclosures 
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